with the endodermis of O-type and a cortex without bundles. However, it cannot be proved that these are the specimens upon which the description validating the name was based. None of them has a locality or a date on the label. Some statements on the labels (e.g. "haud frequens apud nos") indicate they were collected later when more localities of "P. fluitans" were known. That is why these collections cannot be regarded as original material, as defined by the ICBN (Art. 9.2, Note 2, Greuter & al., 2000) , and cannot be used for lectotypification.
At present, in the absence of material demonstrably used by Roth for validating the name, there are three possible solutions. First, the name P. fluitans can be typified using one of the alleged authentic specimens. However, the specimen may not have been used by Roth to describe his taxon. This typification would change the current application of P. fluitans, and the name P. nodosus Poir., which is unambiguously interpreted and well established in recent literature, would lose its priority and be replaced by the problematic P. fluitans. This seems to be the worst alternative as it would cause further (and also entirely new) difficulties in the interpretation of new records.
Another possibility is to reject the name P. fluitans. Then P. ×crassifolius Fryer would have to be adopted for the hybrid P. natans × P. lucens as it is the next available name. However, the type specimen bearing this name is an extreme form of the hybrid, so that it was first proposed by Fryer (1890a) for the hybrid "P. natans × P. zizii", which was interpreted by Hagström (1916) as a triple hybrid among P. gramineus, P. lucens and P. natans. The identity of the name P. ×crassifolius with the hybrid P. natans × P. lucens was revealed only recently by Dandy (1958 Dandy ( , 1975 and confirmed by Preston (1988) . The name P. crassifolius has never been adopted as the correct name in this sense, and it is not advisable to do so.
The last possibility is to maintain the recent use of the name P. ×fluitans and associate it with a taxonomically unambiguous specimen of the hybrid P. natans × P. lucens. This solution would ensure nomenclatural stability. Since Hagström (1916) in his worldwide treatment of the genus rejected the ambiguous name P. fluitans Roth for the species in favour of the taxonomically clear P. nodosus, the name given by Roth has rarely been adopted for the widespread fertile species. The use of the name P. nodosus by Hagström was followed in all subsequent important large-scale taxonomical studies: by Dandy (1937) for Africa, by Yuzepczuk (1934) in the Flora of the Soviet Union, and by Ogden (1943) in a revision of the broad-leaved pondweeds of North America. Nowadays, the name P. ×fluitans is generally used for the hybrid between P. natans and P. lucens, and so adopted in the Flora Europaea (Dandy, 1980) , the list of vascular plants of the former Soviet Union (Czerepanov, 1995) , a recent revision of British Potamogeton (Preston, 1995) , and in the world-wide account of Potamogeton species and hybrids (Wiegleb & Kaplan, 1998) . In the context of the above, I consider the preservation of the current usage of the name as the most convenient. This solution is also supported by the fact that the hybrid was recently confirmed in the Hunte River system (Wiegleb & Kaplan, 1998) . I therefore propose the specimen cited below as the neotype of the name P. fluitans Roth. This plant is from a clone with morphology intermediate between P. lucens and P. natans, species that both grew together with the hybrid in the locality. Besides morphological features, the identity of the plant was confirmed by studies of stem anatomy (Kaplan, 2001 ) and by isozyme electrophoresis (Kaplan & al., 2002) . A brief summary of the nomenclature of P. ×fluitans follows. So far, the hybrid P. ×fluitans has been reported from several countries in the northern half of Europe: Great Britain, Denmark, Sweden, Netherlands, Germany, Czech Republic, Austria, Poland, Lithuania, Estonia, and Russia (e.g., Fischer, 1904 Fischer, , 1907 Hagström, 1916; Yuzepczuk, 1934; Galinis, 1963; Dandy, 1975; Pedersen, 1976; Ploeg, 1976 Ploeg, , 1990 Mäemets, 1979 Mäemets, , 1984 Wiegleb & Herr, 1984; Belavskaja, 1994; Preston, 1995; Kaplan, 2001; Zalewska-Ga»osz, 2002) . I have found no literature record on the occurrence of P. lucens × P. natans in Switzerland but have identified this hybrid in herbarium material. The selected representative specimens are:
Potamogeton ×fluitans

